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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Office Action is responsive to the communication filed April 1 5, 2005 

2. Claims 1-49 are pending in this Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claims 1 - 7, 9 - 22, 24 - 34, 36 - 44, and 47 - 49 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 101 because: 

Regarding claims 1,17, 30 and 41 , these claims are directed to receiving a 
search query. The claimed subject matter lacks a practical application of judicial 
exception (law of nature, abstract idea, naturally occurring article/phenomenon) since it 
fails to produce a useful result. Specifically, the claimed subject matter does not 
produce a useful result because the claimed subject matter fails to disclose a complete 
disclosure that contain some indication of the practical application for the claimed 
invention, i.e., why the applicant believes the claimed invention is useful. Such a 
statement will usually explain the purpose of the invention or how the invention may be 
used (e.g., a compound is believed to be useful in the treatment of a particular 
disorder). Regardless of the form of statement of utility, it must enable one ordinarily 
skilled in the art to understand why the applicant believes the claimed invention is 
useful. More specifically, the claimed subject matter provides for “retrieving search 
results” which is a process and mere calculation. This produced result remains in the 
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abstract and, thus, fails to produce a useful result. The claimed invention does not 
accomplish a “useful result” as forth in MPEP 2106 (II) (A). 

Regarding claims 2, 18, 31 and 42, and in view of MPEP 2106 (II) (A), are not 
statutory because they recite computing steps without producing any concrete and 
useful result and/or being limited to a practical application within the technological arts. 
The claims are merely descriptive and lack the necessary physical articles or objects to 
constitute a machine or a manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 101 . The claims 
do not accomplish a “practical application” as forth in MPEP 2106 (II) (A); therefore non- 
statutory. 

Regarding claim 3, and in view of MPEP 2106 (II) (A), is not statutory because 
the claim merely recites computing steps without producing any concrete and useful 
result and/or being limited to a practical application within the technological arts. The 
claim is merely descriptive and lack the necessary physical articles or objects to 
constitute a machine or a manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 101 . The claim 
does not accomplish a “practical application” as forth in MPEP 2106 (II) (A); therefore 
non-statutory. 

Regarding claims 4, 19, 32 and 43, and in view of MPEP 2106 (II) (A), are not 
statutory because they recite computing steps without producing any concrete and 
useful result and/or being limited to a practical application within the technological arts. 
The claims are merely descriptive and lack the necessary physical articles or objects to 
constitute a machine or a manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 101 . The claims 
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do not accomplish a “practical application” as forth in MPEP 2106 (II) (A); therefore non- 
statutory. 

Regarding claims 5, 20, 33 and 44, and in view of MPEP 2106 (II) (A), are not 
statutory because they recite computing steps without producing any concrete and 
useful result and/or being limited to a practical application within the technological arts. 
The claims are merely descriptive and lack the necessary physical articles or objects to 
constitute a machine or a manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 101. The claims 
do not accomplish a “practical application” as forth in MPEP 2106 (II) (A); therefore non- 
statutory. 

Regarding claims 6, 21, 34 and 45, and in view of MPEP 2106 (II) (A), are not 
statutory because they recite computing steps without producing any concrete and 
useful result and/or being limited to a practical application within the technological arts. 
The claims are merely descriptive and lack the necessary physical articles or objects to 
constitute a machine or a manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 101. The claims 
do not accomplish a “practical application” as forth in MPEP 2106 (II) (A); therefore non- 
statutory. 

Regarding claim 7, and in view of MPEP 2106 (II) (A), is not statutory because 
the claim merely recites computing steps without producing any concrete and useful 
result and/or being limited to a practical application within the technological arts. The 
claim is merely descriptive and lack the necessary physical articles or objects to 
constitute a machine or a manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 101. The claim 
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does not accomplish a “practical application” as forth in MPEP 2106 (II) (A); therefore 
non-statutory. 

Regarding claims 9, 24 and 36, and in view of MPEP 2106 (II) (A), are not 
statutory because they recite computing steps without producing any concrete and 
useful result and/or being limited to a practical application within the technological arts. 
The claims are merely calculations and lack the necessary physical articles or objects to 
constitute a machine or a manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 101. The claims 
do not accomplish a “practical application” as forth in MPEP 2106 (II) (A); therefore non- 
statutory. 

Regarding claims 10, 25 and 37, and in view of MPEP 2106 (II) (A), are not 
statutory because they recite computing steps without producing any concrete and 
useful result and/or being limited to a practical application within the technological arts. 
The claims are merely calculations and lack the necessary physical articles or objects to 
constitute a machine or a manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 101. The claims 
do not accomplish a “practical application” as forth in MPEP 2106 (II) (A); therefore non- 
statutory. 

Regarding claim 11, and in view of MPEP 2106 (II) (A), is not statutory because 
the claim merely recites computing steps without producing any concrete and useful 
result and/or being limited to a practical application within the technological arts. The 
claim is a mere calculation and lack the necessary physical articles or objects to 
constitute a machine or a manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 101. The claim 




Page 6 



Application/Control Number: 10/826,168 
Art Unit: 2162 

does not accomplish a “practical application” as forth in MPEP 2106 (II) (A); therefore 
non-statutory. 

Regarding claims 12, 26, 38 and 47, and in view of MPEP 2106 (II) (A), are not 
statutory because they recite computing steps without producing any concrete and 
useful result and/or being limited to a practical application within the technological arts. 
The claims are merely descriptive and lack the necessary physical articles or objects to 
constitute a machine or a manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 101. The claims 
do not accomplish a "practical application” as forth in MPEP 2106 (II) (A); therefore non- 
statutory. 

Regarding claims 13, 27, 39 and 48, and in view of MPEP 2106 (II) (A), are not 
statutory because they recite computing steps without producing any concrete and 
useful result and/or being limited to a practical application within the technological arts. 
The claims are merely descriptive and lack the necessary physical articles or objects to 
constitute a machine or a manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 101 . The claims 
do not accomplish a “practical application” as forth in MPEP 2106 (II) (A); therefore non- 
statutory. 

Regarding claims 14, 28, 40 and 49, and in view of MPEP 2106 (II) (A), are not 
statutory because they recite computing steps without producing any concrete and 
useful result and/or being limited to a practical application within the technological arts. 
The claims are merely descriptive and lack the necessary physical articles or objects to 
constitute a machine or a manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 101. The claims 
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do not accomplish a “practical application” as forth in MPEP 2106 (II) (A); therefore non- 
statutory. 

Regarding claims 15 and 29, and in view of MPEP 2106 (II) (A), are not statutory 
because they recite computing steps without producing any concrete and useful result 
and/or being limited to a practical application within the technological arts. The claims 
are merely descriptive and lack the necessary physical articles or objects to constitute a 
machine or a manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 101 . The claims do not 
accomplish a “practical application” as forth in MPEP 2106 (II) (A); therefore non- 
statutory. 

Regarding claim 16, and in view of MPEP 2106 (II) (A), is not statutory because 
the claim merely recites computing steps without producing any concrete and useful 
result and/or being limited to a practical application within the technological arts. The 
claim is merely descriptive and lack the necessary physical articles or objects to 
constitute a machine or a manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 101 . The claim 
does not accomplish a “practical application” as forth in MPEP 2106 (II) (A); therefore 
non-statutory. 

Regarding claim 22, and in view of MPEP 2106 (II) (A), is not statutory because 
the claim merely recites computing steps without producing any concrete and useful 
result and/or being limited to a practical application within the technological arts. The 
claim is merely descriptive and lack the necessary physical articles or objects to 
constitute a machine or a manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 101. The claim 
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does not accomplish a “practical application” as forth in MPEP 2106 (II) (A); therefore 
non-statutory. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 



5. Claims 1 - 6, 8, 17 - 23, 30 - 35 and 41 - 46 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by “Fish” - US Pub. No. 2005/0097188. 



Regarding claims 1, 17, 30 and 41. Fish discloses a method for enhanced 
document retrieval, the method comprising: 

receiving a search query from an end-user (Fig. 8 step 36); 
responsive to receiving the search query, retrieving search results, the search 
results comprising an enhanced document (page 11, paragraph 116: Fish discloses 
enhanced result; examiner interprets this “enhanced results” as “enhanced documents”) 
and a set of non-enhanced documents (page 1 1 , paragraph 114: Fish discloses non- 
enhanced result; examiner interprets this “non-enhanced results" as “non-enhanced 
documents”), the enhanced document and the non-enhanced documents including 
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term(s) of the search query (page 8, paragraph 74: Fish discloses metadata that are 
associated with the base document and the “eternal source” in Fig. 1 step 22 are the 
based documents); and 

wherein the enhanced document is derived from a base document (page 1 1 , 
paragraph 116: Examiner interprets “external source” as the “base document”), the 
base document having been modified with metadata mined from one or more different 
documents, the metadata being associated with one or more respective references to 
the base document, the one or more different documents being independent of the 
base document (page 8, paragraph 74: Fish discloses metadata that are associated 
with the base document and the “eternal source” in Fig.1 step 22 are the based 
documents). 

Regarding claims 2, 18, 31 and 42, Fish discloses a method as recited in claim 1, 
wherein the set of non-enhanced documents is not an empty set (Fig. 1 1 step 138 and 
page 8, paragraph 75). 

Regarding claim 3. Fish discloses a method as recited in claim 1, wherein term(s) 
of the search query pertain to a product research and/or product troubleshooting (page 
6, paragraph 47: Note: Applicant’s use of “And/or” is translated to mean “one or 
the other or both”: Therefore, examiner interprets “information of lodging” as “product 
research” in the claimed limitation “wherein term(s) of the search query pertain to a 
product research”). 
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Regarding claims 4, 19, 32 and 43, Fish discloses a method as recited in claim 1, 
wherein the base document is a knowledge base, product help, and/or developer 
targeted article (page 6, paragraph 55: Note: Applicant’s use of “And/or” is 
translated to mean “one or the other or both”: Therefore, examiner interprets 
“information on roofing contractor” as “product help” in the claimed limitation “wherein 
the base document is a product help”). 

Regarding claims 5, 20, 33 and 44, Fish discloses a method as recited in claim 1, 
wherein the one or more different documents comprise one or more service request(s), 
newsgroup posting(s), and/or search query log(s) (page 5, paragraph 28: Note: 
Applicant’s use of “And/or” is translated to mean “one or the other or both”: 
Therefore, examiner interprets “rating service” as “service request” in the claimed 
limitation “wherein the one or more different documents comprise one or more service 
request(s)”). 

Regarding claims 6, 21, 34 and 45, Fish discloses a method as recited >in claim 1, 
wherein the one or more respective references to the base document comprise a link 
and/or a substantially unique documents identifier associated with the base document 
(page 1 , paragraph 8: Note: Applicant’s use of “And/or” is translated to mean “one 
or the other or both”: Therefore, examiner interprets “web page identifier” as 
“documents identifier” in the claimed limitation “wherein the one or more respective 
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references to the base document comprise a substantially unique documents identifier 
associated with the base document”) 

Regarding claims 8, 23, 35 and 46, Fish discloses a method as recited in claim 1, 
and further comprising: 

determining relevance of the enhanced document and the set of non- enhanced 
documents in view of search query term proximity and popularity criteria (page 2, 
paragraph 14); and 

returning ranked search results to the end-user, the ranked search resulting 
being ranked as a function of the relevance (page 7, paragraph 55). 

Regarding claim 22, Fish discloses the computer-readable medium as recited in 
claim 17, wherein the metadata is semantically and/or contextually related to associated 
ones of the one or more documents (page 2, paragraph 15: Note: Applicant’s use of 
“And/or” is translated to mean “one or the other or both”: Therefore, examiner 
interprets “Each small piece of text within the documents such as a sentence, phrase 
and semantic unit in the data base is treated as a document” as “wherein the metadata 
is semantically related to associated ones of the one or more documents”). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 7, 12, 13, 14, 15, 26, 27, 28, 29, 38, 39, 40, and 47 -49 rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fish in view of Gomes et al., “Gomes” (US 
Patent No. 6,615,209). 

Regarding claim 7, Fish discloses the claimed subject matter as discussed in 
claim 1. Fish does not explicitly disclose title of document as claimed. 

However, Gomes discloses wherein the metadata comprises a title of a 
document, product problem context, and/or product problem resolution information 
(column 16, lines 49 - 54 and column 17, lines 16-20: Note: Applicant’s use of 
“And/or” is translated to mean “one or the other or both”: Therefore, Gomes 
discloses “document title” in the claimed limitation “wherein the metadata comprises a 
title of a document”). 

It was have been obvious to one of ordinary skills at the time of present invention 
to combine the cited reference because Gomes teaching of “extraction of title” would 
have allowed Fish’s system to detect and/or remove duplicate information or duplicate 
content in response to, and based on, an information search query because retrieving a 
title during concept or keyword search reflects more similarity of the sought term. 
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Regarding claims 12, 26, 38 and 47, Gomes discloses a method as recited in 
claim 7, wherein after determining the relevance and before returning the ranked 
results, the method further comprises: 

creating a respective snippet description for each result of the top-ranked 
results, the snippet description indicating significance of the result in view of 
term(s) of the search query (column 1 1 , lines 54 - 57); and 

wherein the ranked search results comprise the respective snippet 
description for each result of the top-ranked results (column 12, lines 50 - 54). 

Regarding claims 13, 27, 39 and 48, Gomes disclose a method as recited in 
claim 12, wherein creating further comprises: 

locating one or more blocks from a retrieved document in the top-ranked 
search results (column 12, lines 50 - 54); and 

highlighting term(s) of the search query in the one or more blocks (column 16, lines 
50-51). 

Regarding claims 14, 28, 40 and 49, Gomes discloses a method as recited in 
claim 13, wherein locating further comprises: 

identifying the one or more blocks with a sliding window of configurable size that is 
applied to portions of the retrieved document (column 11, lines 12-15); 

measuring an amount of query-related information carried by text delineated by 
the sliding window, the measure being based on quantitative criteria such as word 
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frequency, word proximity to a query term, and/or word position (column 6, lines 57 - 61 
Note: Applicant’s use of “And/or” is translated to mean “one or the other or 
both”: Therefore, Gomes discloses “proximity” in the claimed limitation “the measure 
being based on quantitative criteria such as word frequency, word proximity to a query 
term”); and 

combining the quantitative criteria with a trained classifier to identify a substantially 
most informative block for the snippet description (column16, lines 49 - 53). 

Regarding claims 15 and 29, Gomes discloses a method as recited in claim 14, 
wherein the configurable size is a function of client computing device user interface 
space available for display of the snippet description (Fig. 16 and column17, lines 11 - 
15). 

Claim Objections 

8. Claims 9, 10, 11, 16, 24, 25, 36 and 37 are objected to as being dependent upon 
a rejected base claims, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including 
all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims and also overcome the 
deficiencies of the rejections under USC 101 above. 
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Conclusion 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Fred I. Ehichioya whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4034. The examiner can normally be reached on M - F 8:00 AM to 4:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner’s 
supervisor, John E. Breene can be reached on 571-272-4107. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Fred I. Ehichioya 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2162 




January 8, 2007 
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